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Friendships: From Cultural Guidelines to Mutually-Agreed-Upon Norms

‘-

™  Thepresent study is one of ‘change over ti@e in the perception of
othergxih a"friendship context. This change is' investigated through the,

sthay of social roles. Socjal roles fac111tate 1nterpersona1 1nteract1on
l

\,‘ in t&o‘v/ry 1mportant ways: ) - s
/7/;f¢>//;//—;hey free us from the responsibiTity of deciding every momeﬁt
™~ ‘. ’/ o
what would const1tute appropr1ate behav1or and . / . -

2. They providg us w1th gu1de11nes to evaPuate the appropr1atenes§

_T * of. the behavior of others . ' L ’

~—
Mpst .of our social interactions, especially those at “the superf1c1a1

- A

level (Lev1nger & Snoek 1972), are guided by norms cons1stent w1th ou%
- [ /
social roles. Theor1sts of re]at1onsh1p developmént, however, be11eve
"u

‘that interaction moves from a stereotyp1e behavior pattern to dne gurded

by mutually- agreed upon norms evolved through a continuing shared h1story/

of experience “and burgeonTng understanding of. each other (A]tman & Tay]or, .

o‘\ .
e ?

1974; Lev1nger & Snoek, 1972).. Thus, stéreotypic behavior 1s thought to
. l
give way to the expression of And1v19ua11ty and the un1que,character of

the relatjonship., This woh]d suggest that an individual who:js androg-
. . o -
ynous, i.e.; who has both masculine and feminine characteristics, will

recognize and respond to social cues calling for stereot§'it; sex

— -

behavior patterns.‘“Yet given time in a re]ationship,xij #i]l no longer

. be necessary to ma1nta1n-cons1stency with cultural norms, so the individual
g @

will eventually behave in an andr0gynous or-non- stereotyowc way. .

Persons may re]ax their interpersonal behavﬂor fo} one of two reasons.

' “
F1rst they may fee] comfortable in the relationship, anj trusting enough

of the other, to behave in a way consistent with the1H sal%epergeptioh,
even if such behav1or f]Tes in the face of the accethd rote. Second, it

i .
I

-




' may have become cieer throogh interaction, that.the re]étionship will not

be cont1nued or ma1nta1ned In this case, the individual may not care if

t. ey

the social norms are v1o]ated Since~the.decision to foregod or terminate

~

the bond has already been made, the other's acceptance or reJect1on is no
N
longer of concern. Thus, persons who can 1n1t1a1]y be descr1bed as

behav1ng 1n a way cons1stent with role prescr1pt1ons may, in some 1nter—
persona’l sett1ngs, express the1r 1nd1v1dua11ty. )
It .is po§§ib1e %hat the behavioioof~individua1$ does not chénge over
time in the re]ationship, but that partners pergeive bBehavior as becoming L%A‘
less stereotypic.'kThe more 1ikely occurrence, however; 1§ that' real cheﬁde o
does occur and person's ZP';) perception of other (0) comes closer to p'g -

perception‘of self withdtime (Newcomb, 1961). * These changes are believed

to be more likely to occur if the }ndjviduals'involved are perceived t:g: \; woL
. , £

be‘similar,to each'other initially. Perceived similarity is believed :

lead to attraction (Byrne, 1971) which is thoughg‘to result )n continued -

interactioni Continued interaction with a similar O increases the pnoba-

( biTity of reciprocal liking (érockner & Sway, 1976; Festinger; Schachter, g
& Beck, 1975; Newcomb, 1961). Confusion exists as to whether simi]afity, ‘
e.g., in sex role behavior, is an imbortant factor in reﬁetionship devel-

“opment once thg,relationship progresse§ beyond the superf1c1a1 level. The'
s1m11ar1ty paraz;gm (Byrne, 1971) would pred1ct that it 1s. Th1s pred1c-
tionlhas been both snpported (Newcomb 1961) and refuted (Centers 1975)
and merits add1t1ona1 1nvest1gat1on ~

Probab]y the most obv1ous and ub1qu1tous social ro]es ar:Ethose
ass1gned on the basis of gender. In our culture, we expect ma1es to behave

+in a certa1n way, and fema]es to behave 1n a d1fferent way. We assume

/




.

that certain persona11ty charﬁcter1st1c§ are concomitant w1th maleness or-

fema]eness (Bem;’Tg;z Spence; Heimriech & Stapp, 1974) For example, in
- a heteros/xual sjtqgtiond we expect the.male to be dominant and ask ﬁis
' [;-f female partner for a date: Fema]es §eem to accépf this state of affairs
by being rel o do %he asking them;e]ves. Yeti és the relationship . |
s progresses, :iij::;z\;;?ﬁg uncommon. for the femaie to Tnitfate dﬁscussioa

-

gbout the next contact, a behavior whicﬁ ﬁay be consistent with her per-
- sona]iﬁy. Thus, an androgynous person, in a ne@ interpersonal setting,

+may be perceived és,masculine or feminine, a perceptiongconsistent«with

thé person's behavior. Lateﬁﬁ g1venfa h1story of interdction and deve]-

opment of an intimate b0nd th 1nd1v1dua1 s behavior is Tikely to have

become more androgynous, and the percept1on of the behavior by. the partner :}%.
' should reflect th1s change. Change in behav1or in re]at1on to sex role -
.ngnns.is uﬁdér investigation in this study.

-~

. Several quest1ons have been raised wh1ch are investigated in this-

. . . A ) . ‘
)‘,,4) research: ' -
' : “‘.& Prp———— :

1. Does the perception of 0 by P change, relative to sex role norms,

given a history of interaction; i.e., is O perceived less stereo- © .

typﬁca]]y over time;

2. Shodﬁd such a change in perception oceur, does P's perceétion 6f
0 a]1gn with 0's percept1oq{of 0 over time; - . -

. 3. Shou]d'such a change 1n ﬁ;rﬁept1on occur, is 1t more likely to
. \; occur when P and 0 are ‘similar in their sex role orientaffon; . . \
Lo and\ ‘. " ‘.) ~a 1 - ~
_ 4. Should such a chanbe in perception occur, is it more likely to : ‘

occur %hen there.is a strong feeling of liking for 0?

3 . N . S




assignment was complieted.

dissimijar pajrs (e.g., sex-typed with androgynous) matched‘according to

¢

Method ' .,

] b
Samé]e. Fifty-two students (42 females and 10 males) enrolled in a

r . . .
juniorrleve1,‘three,oredit hour, family studies course in the fall semester

at a large mid-western university participated in thé study. _The ages. of

the students ranged from 19 to. 40 with 69.21% aged 20-22 and 11. 54A aged
=

. ¢
-«

23-25. Most, 92.31% were junigrs and seniors. Students estimates of
their-parents combined annua1 income, or theirs and their partners if _
they were married end independent pngedT;os:&of them in the middle “ "
class. Seventy three per cent est1mated year]y income at greater than or

equal to $20 000 Most 67.31% were never marr1ed and 23. 08% were in

'
\

their first marriage.

Students were giyen the option of participating in the research as a’ ~
Substitution for one of three written assignmlnts, and were free.to with-- |
draw their participation at any time provided.an alternative, proportional
‘ .

Procedure. Students completed an informed consent form and rated

themselves on the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1§74) in the. third °

week of the semester after enéaﬂ]ment had sﬁhb111zed ﬂhese scores were

assumed to be stab]e over time (Bem,. 1974) Respondents were told they . -
were participating in a longitudinal study of4pérsonab 1nf1uences on rela-

. ’ LT
tionship processes. : : ' \/ ' ‘ <

Studdnts were assigned to one of two relationship conditions, similar
‘or' dissimilar, according to their self-ratings on the BSRI. BSRI scores '
were computed according to the method used oy LaFrance and Carfen (1980). .

There were 13 similar pairs (e.g., androgynous with endrogynous) and 13

~

\.



from not at a]] to as much as possible:

2

-

their c]assificatfon as sex-typed, cross-sex .typed, androgynous,’or

undifferentiated * Because of the uneven gender d1str1but1on of the samp]e,

fema]es-were pa1red with fema]es -and males with ma]es

2

During one class sess1on 1n the fqurth week of the semester, respon-

€

' dents were asked to 1ocate~ass1gned seats and were given twenty minutes

. to get-to know their partners.

3

,changes over_t1me.

. N
Students were told they would be. asked_

quest1ons about the1r partners at the end of the d1scuss1on period. Follow-

| ing this, eath respondent comp]eted a paper- -and-pencil inStrument contain-

ing three measures:

(3

the BSRI_LBem, 1974), on which they were to rate the

v

person they just met, and two ‘measures of likjng. The first was a thiee
item liking scale (Archer & Bur]eson, 1980) to assess degree of liking for

the partner. Each item was responded to on an e]even-poiﬁt scale. ranging
» a ]

1. How much do you 11ke yoir partner7 .
<N
2. How much wou]d you ]1ke 0 get. to know your partner better7
- 3. How much_woufd you_1ike to have your partner as a close friend? -~

”

Respondents‘a1so compTeted'a perceptidn of partner's liking for self scale

cons1st1ng of rephrased vers1ons of the 11k1ng scale items (e.gs, ﬁoﬁ'much

&

do you think your partner 11kes-you?)

Following comp]et1on of the “instrument, students were 'asked to con-

tinue to sit next to their partners forithe rema1nder of the semester

They were encouraged to 1nteract w1th each other fre-:

~

(e]even more weeks)
guent]y,'participate 1n_class'act1v1t1es together, -and the 11ke.

During the fourteenth weeh_of the.semester, the second set of instru-
ments were comp]eted aga1n by each part1c1pant for -the purpose of assess1ng,,‘
In add1t1on, Six 1tems des1gned to measure re]at1onsh1p

properties (i,e., how well they-knew'each other beforq-they were matched,

* *

\

!
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kY

how well they estimate they and their partners have gotten to know each —

A

other, and amount, frequency, and type of contact outside of class) were
. ' ] ' :

-

administered at this time. o : Y

Results .

FEY

Tneathree jtems measuring P's degree’'of 1iking for O were equally
weighted and symmed (Archer & Burleson, 1980) at time one and again at time

two td form a P's 1iking for 0 index. Reliability (a]pha) coefficients for

-~
”

th1s index were 0’93 at time one and 0.92 at time two. The three items
3

measur1ng P's percept1on of 0's liking for P were a]sB we1ghted equally

and summed at time one and again at time two to form a P's perception of 0's

1iking for P index. Ainha coefficients for this index were 0.95 at time

one and 0.93 at time two.

The eight 1liking indites, P's 1iking for 0 at time one and at time

"two 0's 11k1ng for P at t1me one and at t1me two, P's perception of 0's

11k1ng fpr P at time one and at t1me two, and O's perception of P s tiking

for 0 at time one and at t1me-two, were h1gh1y intercorrelated, using

" Kendall's tau for matched pairs. . . -

/ . ‘ \
. Insert Tab]e 1 about here 2

] 1

¢

:Because the 1iking 1ndeces at time two seemed to be the strongest measures,
subsequent ana]yses 1nvo]vrng 11k1ng were confined to them. = ° ’

| In order tfyassess whether the other's estimate of the-nartner on the
BSRI was different from the partner's score on the BSRI at time one and/or
at t1me two, t-tests were performed to determ1ne if the ﬁean d1fference for
each of the other's two est1mates were s1gn1f1cant1y different from zero.

v . o

.A11 resu]ts,were not significant.

.
4
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Insert Table 2 ‘about here

- .

[
\

Not only were there no significant differences over time; partners estimate

EERN

of the others BSRI. scores were h1gh1§ corre]ated {using Kendall's tau for

matched pairs) at both t1me one and time two w1th their own BSRI scores. -
. A ‘.
" Insert Table 3 about here )

.

That is, there appears togbe no change over t1me in est1mat1ng the partner
on the BSRI. Indeed, 1nd1v1duaJs haye assessed thgir partners s1m11ar1y to
“the way they assess themse]ves , . ' “
. ' To assess the effects of 11k1ng percept1on of the other's 11k1ng,$§hd
match1ng on the change in the estimaberof the partner S BSRI from t1me one
. to time two, two 2 X 2 apalyses of covariance were performed The f1rst
1nc1uded the factors of matched or unmatchedr\a[rs and high (N = "26) or 1ow
(N = 26) 11k1ng based on a median sq11t. "Results were not significant'for‘ .
either factor. A similar analysis using the estimate of the other's 1jkihg
(also based on a median split) and‘matching was not significant. (N'of high

’

liking = 24; N of low liking = 28.)% = = . .

> o~

Insert Table 4 aboﬁt'here

. . . i 1Y
. . ' ¢
Discussion , B ‘i\ .

‘According to thes data, a perSQn{s.percebtion of the_ﬁartner on the
BSRI did not change over ‘time. - The mean diﬁférenqe between the two BSRI

estimates‘was.&0.14. JThis result was urnexpected given thé theoretica} \

+

formulation that people behave'differently with time in a relationship '

AT .iﬁﬂtmahf& Tay1or, 1§74; Levinger & Snoek, 1972). It is probably attribu-

oo : ' -
-3 . , . . -

L™ : ’ o # v ) - N
N . . A

%
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tab]e to the fact that partners did not actua]]y deve]op a re]at1onsh1p

during the course of the study. In data gathered at t1me two, 86.54% of ;
the respondents fe]t they did not get to know their partner well over the
course of the(study. Almost the same number.(84.62%) felt their partner

" did not get to know them well either.. Most 67. 31% of the students, did

f\\\ .‘ not see their partner outside of cTass, 15.39% saw their partner only a
. " once a month; an additional 5.77% saw their partner on]y three times per
%._.w-mpn . Only 13.46% of the students saw thetr partne¥ once a week ar more 7
during the course bf the study. . i
v : It might also be suggested that 1nd1v1duals, not khowing their . B

partners, comp]eted the1r estimates of the partner on the BSRI as if they

‘ 4 v
were completing it #hr themselves. This possibility is enhanced by the
s : ¢ . . P

signifibant correlation between one's own BSRI score and the~estimates ,

A8 of the BSRi of the partner at .both time one and time two.

. -
o “ ~

. ‘A real test of the hypothesis that 1nteract1on fd]]ows cul tural,

guidelines until *individuals, in thé course.of-a reJat1oq*§1p, work out
» a s}stem of mutuallj agreéd upon norms, can only occur, in a situation
, wherein repeated interaction 1s both poss1b1e and 11ke1y Plans to conduct.’ ‘
such a study are ourrent]y underway N - - ’
s ) . . . ‘
. . - % T 2 ‘
“ ' ~— |
o~ ;. :
. 3 e ¥
s SN ' i . i
L ) - -
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Table 1

Correlations of Liking Indices .

!¢

Time 1 _ . ,Time 2
< ’_ 4
P's estimate
of 0's liking
for,P

P's Tiking
- for 0~

"P's estimate of

P's 1iking .
’ 0's 1iking for P

for 0

Time one

0's liking
for P

0's estimate. of
v P's 1iking for
0 &
Time two

0's Tiking
for P

+ "0's_estinate of

P's 1liking for

0 o

2

-

‘ ) .23’**

43k 30 !

<

7

~

N ) ¥

. . ’ 1 : :
Note. “Correlation coefficients are Kefidall's tau for matched pairss

¢ 7
*p £.05.

**p 2 .01,
[

. ***K'Ogl'_
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oo . - Table 2
) T tests of the Mean D1 fference between Partner's BSRI Score B .
. . and Est1mates of the Partner's BSRI Scores and Zero e
i N "~ . ’h ) , . } . '
Difference Score M ) t-score
Time one \ i ‘ ' ‘ (
- Partner's BSRI minus oo .
! Other's estimate of .it - 0.10 - 0.64
. Other's BSRI minu§\ . ; _—
Partner's estimate * y . -7 :
. ¢ of it 0.52 . , 1.91
" Time two ‘
v . ’ . . N ) \
Partner's BSRI minus ' R o ' <t
Other's estimate of Tt = ¢ .0.05 .. -0.28 -
" "Other's BSRI'miftus: ST - h
- Partner's estimate T ' - ‘
v of it . : " 0.40 T . . 1.53 .
. [y . ! . . \\ . “
- Note. None of the results is $ignificant. ) <
«* ) . ) i )‘
< . : M
€ - 4 ] -
- Q ‘ « .a‘
" ‘ ) N » ) * ’f
- . 1
L ‘ < e ‘ [ .




Table 3

A . ¢ )
. Correlationd: between Paftnéx!q BSRI and the )
; Estimate of the Other's BSRI - \
' . L ’ ! g . a -
Pairings - Time one . . Time two .,
. . . & ' — ) )
S . ] ‘
Partner's BSRI score ‘ ] M-
-with the other's . ' : .
estimate of jt- L HgxE* - ) . 36%*
' A Z@
Other's BSRI score NS ' ’
with’the partner's ' o, : b
, estimate of it . 35%* .34* :
VI ‘ . : p .
- Note. *Correlation coefficients are Kendall's téu'fgr matched pairs. .
“ ,:*E<o05~ ! . -7 ” <o . ¢ -
s%pg.01. © L
**%p ¢ .001. T . A , -
: N . . . C . .

° e - ’
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: . Table 4
Matching x Liking and Matching x Estimate of Other's Liking Analyses of

Cova;iance on Lhange in the Estimate of the Other on the BSRI

s P
" . , . . \

“

Source df SS ™ F

Matching L = 0.33 . 0.8
Liking for the

partner K 1 ‘ 0.49 | 1.6
. T ‘ /
Matching 1 ‘ ’O.QZ. 1.00 -
. . . ) oo ) . .
Estimate of the .. ‘
partner's liking 1 0.80 — - 1.93 /
. S | B ‘ v
S : : ‘ .

Note. No'resu1ts are significant.,

. ,
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